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OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT OF EXAMINATION OF AFFIDAVITS 
ON BEHALF OF ACCUSED ORGANIZATIONS, TAKEN BEFORE 
A COMMISSION BPPOINTED BY THE INTERNATIONAL MIL- 
ITARY TRIBUNAL PURSUANT TO ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL 
DATED 5 JULY 1946 


TUESDAY, 9 JULY 1946. 


COMMISSIONERS _ dko / ¢ 


Mrs Taylor. 
THE SD 


(The Commission convened at 1400 hours) 


MR. TAYLOR: About how many affidavits do you 
have t present? 

DRR LOEFFLER: About a total @ thirty. The 
list is still being typed out for some of them. 

MR. TAYLOR: We checked with the translation 
section and it is going to be very difficult to get very 
many affidavits translated, so I would suggest that you 
kindly select the ones you memax really want and are 
pertinent rather than request that too many of them be 
translated. 

DR. LOEFFLER: I shall present SD document No. 
l, a statement of the Adjutant of the SD school in Bernau. 
The name of the person is Ferdinand Zachmanne I want to 
prove or state with this affidavit that the momba s of the 
SD were taught in these schools that it was their duty 


to inform the government of the feeling within the country, 


and it was the duty of the SD through priority, individuals J 
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and official reports, to give the government a picture of 
the actual situation and development within all phases of 
public life. The people were taught in other wards not 
to persecute individual persons. 
SERIE SE 

DR. LOEFFLER: As SD No. 2, I present the docu- 
ment, a swomn affidavit by Otto Ohlendorf, the former 
bureau chief of the SD. Especially impa tant in this 
affidavit is paragraph No. 3,with which I want to prove 
that the interior SD was in no way connected with the 
Gestapo or the Security Police, that to form a close œ 
cooperative police system, and these units did not work 
together very closely. hat the SD within the Reich did 
not have the duty toreceive security police information 
material, and that it did not use it's so-called V-man 
and the confidence man system for the political executives. 

SHH 
As SD No. 3, I present a sworn affidavit by May 

Werner. In this affidavit I want to repudiate the state- 
ment of the Prosecution, according to the statement of 
the evidence 3 B of the Trial Brief on page 18 of the 
English. I want to state it was not the duty of the SD 
to check upon the loyalty of civil service employees. 


1 
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St 
AS SD Noe 4, I want to present a sworn affidavit 

by Max Juettner, Chief of the SA, in xk repudiation of 
the Prosecution indictment that the SD did have an 
influence upon the selection of the Nazi leaders. 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: I believe that Juettner 
testified befae the Commission. I don't know at that 
time whether counsel for the SD was pesent and had an 
oppor tunkty to examine him. 

DR. LOEFFLER: I did not name Juettner as a 
witness ard I was not present during the interrogation 
of natar 

MR. TAYLOR: What is Ohlendorf's number, 
first a second? 

INTERPRETER: Ohlendorf is No. 2, and Werner 
May is No. 3. 

MR. TAYLOR: Do you ka ve the œ iginal Juettner 
affidavit? (The affidavit is pwesented to Mr, Taylor ) 

SEM T E E 

DR. LOEFFLER: Next I present certaina ffidavits 
by Gauleiters and BANMMEMXMZESENX Gauemtsleiters, or main 
office chiefs of various parts of Germany, according to 
which the SD did not have my influence upon the selections 
for party leaders. It is arepudication of the indictment 


$ 
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and statement of Evidence 3B, page 18 of the English Trial 
Brief. 
SD Noe 5 is the affidavit of Otto Fehrer, who used to 
be on the Gau Mainfranken. 
SHEE 
SD Noe 6 is Bruno Biedermann, for the Gau Thuringens 
KEH 
SD Noe 7 is Siegfried Uiberreither for Gau Stelermark. 
eE 
SD Nos 8 is Karl Wahl, formerly Gau Schwaben, 


ee ee 


SD Noe 9 is by Paul Wegener, formerly Gau Mark Branden- 


burg and Gau Weser-Ems.» 
SITE EES 
SB No. 10 by Alfert Hoffman, the former Gau Oberschleisien 
Westfalen Sued. 
SHH 
As SD No. 11, document by Dr. Marx Walfried. I pre- 
sent this affidavit in repudiation of the charge of crimes 
against the peace and a statement of evidence No. 5, page 
23 of the English ‘Trial Brief. I want to prove by this that 
Glewitz 
the SD offices in Bemxkamxx in did not have anything 
to do with the border incidents and did not have any know- 


ledge of it. 





ies mae $ iN 


1400 = 1530 
9 July 1946 
Affidavits 


Document SD No. 12 by Wilhelm Ziebs is in repudi- 


ation of the document of Stahlecker, which was presented 


before this Court, a statement of evidence, Roman Numeral 


VI A of the English Trial Brief. 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: Does this affidavit show 
that the affiant was ever attached to any Einsatz Groups, 
and particularly to Einsatz Group A? 

DR. LOEFFLER: No, I just want to prove by this 
document that the SD Group Tilsit could not have participated 
in the shooting of the 5502 Jews in this vicinity. I 
refer to page 50 of the English Trial Brief. That office 
At Tilsit was under the direct on of the main sector at 
Koenigsberg, and this group was active in the main fkiskkx 
office in Koenigsberg, and, therefore, wuld have had to 
have had to have had the same information as the Group 
in Tilsit. 

SHEESH 
The next three affidavits concern themselves with 
the indictment that the SD is supposed to have murdered 
prisoners in the SD prisons. I refer to the Statement of 
Evidence, Roman Numeral VI, page 56 of the English Trial 
Brief. 
I present as Document SD 13 sworn affidavit of Werner 


May, who states that the SD did not have any prisoners, 
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Me MONNERAY: AS to SD No. 13 I think that this 
affidavit did not deal with persons in the occupied ter- 
ritories since I believe that it deals only with SD groups 
inside Germany. 

DR. LOEFFLER: BUT in the indictment not only 
SD persons outside Germany are mentioned but SD persons in 
general are mentioned, 

M. MONNERAY: Any how the eviden e given by the 
Prosecution are all of persons outside of Germany. 

DR. LOEFFLER: I thank yous I will call this 
statement back. 

PSHE SE 

DR. LOEFFLER: Next I present SD No. 13, which 
is a document by Dr. Horst Laube, according to which the 
SD did not have any prisons, internment camps, œw camps 
or did not erect any. 

SEIS 

DR. LOEFFLER: As SD Noe14 I want to present 
affidavit of Fritz Wellbrandt in repudiation of the Pro- 
secution indictment, according to which the SD did not 


have any prisons in the area of Dijon, Chalons-sur-Marne, 


Reims and Orleans. 
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DR. LOEFFLER: Next I come t SD 15, a sworn 
affidavit by Kurt Klauke, according to which the SD did not 
confiscate and divide public and private possessions of ex- 
ecuted and murdered Jews and Communistic functionaries, that 
is according to Statement of the Evidence VI, page 57 of 
the English Trial Brief. 

SEIMEI HEHEHE 

DR. LOEFFLER: With the next three documents I 

want to repudicate the s tatement of the Prosecution that 


the SD persecuted the Jews. I am concerned with the sate- 


ment of Evidence, Roman Numeral VII A of the English Trial 
Briefe 

In this Document SD 16 by Walther Kainz I want 
to prove that the SD concerned itself with the Jewish 
question only as far as it was connected with the political, 
economic, cultural and public life in Germany. flso due 
tothe fact that no other sources were available the SD 
works d together with leading xmuks Jews, especially with 
leading Jews of the Community, and with Chiefs of the 
various Jewish a ganizations and groups. They valued 
this cooperation very muche 

SEER EHH 

DR. LOEFFLER: The next Document Kaxsxkx SD No. 
17 by Rolf Sein ere wan te prove thatfimexe the a 
SD main of fice, before the creation of the Reich Security 





Com A 
Take 3, page 8 


aE aes iN 


9 July 1946 

Affidavits 

main of fice, did not have the duty of informing the Gestapo 
end criminal police conceming Jews. 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: Dre Hooppner testified be- 
fore the Commission in June and wasn't he examined by 
the attorney for the SD? 

DR. LOEFFLER: Hre Hooppner was questioned befo e 
this Commission. However, on these points I had int ended 
to use Dr. Spengler, and so far Dre Spengler has not arrived 
here, and, therefore, I have to use other means at my dis- 
posal to prove this pointe 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: I think I will enter an 


objection as to any affidavits by any person who has been 


called and appeared as a witness for the SD before the 


Commission. 

MR. TAYLOR: Did this witness testify to any 
of the facts that are contained in this affidavit? 

DR. LOEFFLER: No, I don't think so. I don't 
think that he gave a lot of information about the Jewish 
questionbefore 1939. There might have been som questions 
on cross examination. However, I don't know for sure, 
but I willcall back the affidavit in @der to save time. 

MR. TAYLOR: This is a man we had about two 
days before the Commission, wasn't it? 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: Yes. 

MR, TAYLOR: Let the record show that No. 17 was 


also withdrawn, 
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DR. LOEFFLER: SD No. 17, an affidavit by Emil 


Haussman. This proves that the SD was not supposed to give 


information of Yews and so on to the Gestapo, but that the 


Gestapo had it's ow information system. I also want to 
prove by this affidavit that the SD did not have any spies 
in connection with this Jewish question, but that it łeskxáx 
worked only with the personalities of the Jewish self- 
governing partye 

FSAI It 

DR. LOEFFLER: The next tw documents concern 
themselves with the indictment of the Prosecution and of 
the, Statement of Evidence, Roman Numeral VII B, page 63 
of the English Trial Brief. 

I want to prove by Document No. 18, Walther Kainz, 
that the information by the SD was not used by political 
and police circles, but rather that it was an objective 
repat to give the attitude and feeling of the people, 
and that it was also as criticism of the measures of the 
State and the NSDAP, concerning religious or idealogical 
matterse 

BEI SESE EE OE 

DR. LOEFFLER: I next have a document, a sworn 
statement by Helmut Fromm, who, however, has been accepted 
for questioning by me, and I, therefae, would like t` 


have adecision by the Commission as to whether or not I 
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should present this document or whether I can hear the witness. 


MR. TAYLOR: I don't know that they will hear wit- 


nesses any mw e after this week. 

M. MONNERAY: The hearing of the witness Fromm has 
been postponed. 

MR. TAYLOR: I would suggest that you submit it then. 

DR. LOEFFLER: If there is no objection iwxkirx 
I will present the document. 

M. MONNERAY: Do you still maintain your requ st 
that the witness should be heard? 

DR. LOEFFLER: Yes, concerning the Governor 
General. 

MR. TAYLOR: I would suggest you offer the affidavit. 

DR. LOEFFLER: I want to state that Document SD 
Noe 19 by Fromm shows that the material collected by the 
Church office was in no way suited fæ a Prosecution of the 
Church, and it was merely for information within the orgm- 
ization, and for information within the main office. 

SHEE Sat 

DR. LOEFFLER: The next document, SD No. 20, I 
want to prove, a document by Alfred Kutter, that the SD 
did not have any executive powers, and that it could not 
carry out interrogations and confiscationse 


EEE EE EEE EEE EEE 
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DR. LOEFFLER: The next tw sworn statements 
concern themselves with the xuakuntsar voluntary que stion 
of the SD. 

Next, I want to present Document SD No, 21 by 
HK Oskar Eiseler, according to which in the area of Brkkkany 

J wud rkisa sais sb koolascnodce fifty-eight per-cent of the 

members of the SD were labor recruits, and that is a typical 
percentage of the SD within the entire rank, It also states 
that of the men that forty-six $x per-cent were labor re- 
cruits or labor reqired personnel, and of the remainder 
seventy-five per-cent fell into that group. 

M. MONNERAY: That affidavit seems not to be 
relevant 


, since it doesn't give my indication of the 


functions here of the personnel mobilized for military 


pur pos ese 


DR. LOEFFLER: Up to now, no group of persons 
have been exempt from the SD, as members of the SD have 
been accused. 

MR. TAYLOR: This is merely showing a per-centage 
of the various organizations, or is this for the purpose 
of showing a percentage of membership of the various œ gan- 


izations? 
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DR. LOEFFLER: No, it is supposed to prove that 
@ large percentage of persons belonged tothe SD during the 
war not because they volunteered but because they were 
drafted. 


MR. TAYLOR: Was there any special objection to 


M. MONNERAY: I think the affidavit shows that a 
certain number of people were mobilized into the SD, but 
it doesn't give my details as to what the purpose and 
activities and functions were of those people who had been 
put into the SD by mobilization. 

DR. LOEFFLER: I don't think that one is neces- 
sary until the Prosecution mals s some kind of difference 
between the various members of the SD. Up to now all 
employees are being accused, 

MR. TAYLOR: Is VYocument No.21 being submitted 
to the Commission as a whole? 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: I joined the objection, and 
upon the further ground it appears that this witness was 
a member of the SD for only x the year 1 September 1939 to 
1 September 1940, and then thereafter he again held a 
position in the SD from the 19th of April, 1944, until 
the 22nd of April 1945, and, therefore, I do not think he 
is qualified to state what was typical throughout the 


entire or ganization over a large number of years, 7 
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DR. LOEFFLER: I want to point out that this person 
was a personnel expert and can give information also for 
the time in between as he md the files available to him of 
the previous times kx when taking care of some of the other 
Cases. 

MR. TAYLOR: Very well, we have that statement 
in the r ecorde 

PEEK SE E 

DR. LOEFFLER: That was No. 21. This is Document 
SD No. 22, which is a swornaffidavit by Werner May again, 
in which he states it was impossible for the members of t he 
SD to leave the unit voluntarily. 

PSE RIE 

DR. LOEFFLER: As SD No. 23, I present a swan 
affidavit by Dr. Laubes, According to this document I want 
to prove that the SD, especially was mistake for other 
organizations by both German civil and military authorities, 


SUR 


DR. LOEFFLER: Document No. 24 of Walter Hoffman 


states that in Northern France and Belgium, members of 


the security police were the gray uniform with the SD insignia. 


PEERS 
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DR. LOEFFLER: I present as Document No. 25, 
enother affidavit by Walter Hoffman, according to which 
the SD in Belgium was a special group @ organization and 


was considered part of the army in a larger sense of the 


worde 
SEES 


DR. LOEFFLER: I present the next document which 
is supposed to show that a blockstelle was not organized to 
aid in the conspiracy of carrying out crimes against the 
peace and crimes against communities, and which document, 
which is Document SD 26 by Mrs. Wilhelmy, who was herself 
such a łmażmxaf leader of a blockstelle. Mrs. Wilhelmy 
is also giving information of the orgmization of the 
female members of the SD and also is giving information of the 
colonization of the female members of the SD at the w esent 
in an internment camp in the American zones 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: Well now what is the relevancy 
as to the condition of certain f emale — of the SD in 
American internment camps at the ES oy do with this 
case, I am at a loss to understand. 

DR. LOEFFLER: That the f emale SD members are 
all in one camp now, and, therefore, could give information 
as to how many of the women did light and heavy work and 
possible kinds of wark, and actually how many did important 
work in that organization. I want to point out that a 


clique has not been exempt so far from the indictment of | ; 
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the SD as it was done by the Gestapo. 

M. MONNERAY: I object also on the other ground 
that the writer of this affidavit was neither a member of the 
Party or the SS and only chief of the blockstelle of the SD 
from 1 June until 1 Yctober, 1944, and that seemed to be a 


very short time tor eally understand an orgmization which is 


indicted here, so I don't think the writer is qualified to 


give evidence on the SD. 

DR. LOEFFLER: I considered that matéer alr eady 
and in question No. xx 14 she states during her internment 
in this camp she has žak talked with a large number of 
SD members in various parts of Germany , and in No. 16 she 
then states according to this questionairre the Binxekaxt 
blockstelle was typical of the blockstelle s within Germany. 

M. MONNERAYs I think what the witness got from 
the other merb ers of the SD in American Inte nmemt Camps 
could not be considered as evidence, especially since the 
statements given by the other women in the internment camp 
were very careful and tried at the same time to whitewash 
their purpose. 

DR. LOEFFLER: I will recall this affidavit and 
will introduce another affidavit concerning the activities 
of the blockleiters. 
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DR LOEFFLER: In this next document No, 26, Dr. Zirnbauer Heinrich, 


was concerning the activity of the V-men, or confidence men, and I include 
with this swom affidavit two reports which Zirnbauer made in the years of 
1941 and 1942, as such V-men and he reports that the carbon copies in this 
case are the original ‘copies of a report that he has made. I also vant to 
prove by this document, it is not the duty ofthe V-men, or confidence men 
to do spy work for the Gestapo. If that actually did ha pen, then it 
happened due to members of the SD that did not recognize their actual duty. 
I am finished, 

MR. TAYLOR: Has some one any objection to No. 26? We will adjourn 


until ten o'clock in the morning , 


(The Commission adjourned to 10 July 1946, at the 1000 hour) 
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As SD Noe 5,1 prosent a sworn affidavit May \ernor. In this 


È 


1 


affidavit I want to repudiate the statement of tho Prosecution, according 
to tho statement of tho evidence 3 B of the Irial Brief on page 18 of the 
English, I want to state it was not tho duty of theSD to check upon the 
loyalty of civil service employoos,. 
Noe <, I wont to prosent a sworn affidavit by linx Juettnor, Chief 
in repudiation of the Prosecution 
influence upon the selection 


1 


LIEUTENANT HARRIS: I believe that Jucttnecr tostifiod pofore the 


Commissione I don't know at that timo whethor counsel for the SD was preson’ 


and hac an opportunity to examino 
DRe LOEFFLER; I did not nano Jucttnor as 
present during tho interrogation of Juottnor. 
MRs TAYLOR: What is Ohlondorf?s numbor, first or socond? 
ITERPRETER: Ohlendor? is Noe 2, anc orner 2! 
TAYLOR: you have the original Jucttnor si 
presonted 
DR. LOEFFLER: 
Gauomtsleiters, or main office chiefs of 
according to which the SD did not havé my influcm e upon 
for party leaders. It i 


Evidence 3B, page 18 of the English 


the affidavit c ote hro who usod to be on tho Gau 


Bruno Biodormann, for tho Gau Thuringene 
Siogfriod Uiborrecither for Gau 
Karl iichl, formerly Ga 
SD i is by Paul \iegonor, formerly Gau Mark Branconburg and Gau 
WOSCrPSENS o 
SD Hog 10 by Alfort Hoffman, tho former Gau Oborschloision 
Suode 
4s SD Noe ll, document by Dr, Marx 


3316 
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in repudiation of the chargo of crines against the peace anc a stateneat 


nN 


rial Briefe I want tp prove 


m 
d 


of evidence Noe 5, page 25 of tho Inglish 


by this that the SD offices in Glowitz did not have anything to do with 
the border incidents and did not have any knowlodge of it, 


Document SD Noe 12 by Vilhelm Zicbs is in ropudiation of the document 


of Stahleckor, which was presented before th rvsonent of 


t5 


ar. 


evidence, Roman Numeral VI A of tho English Trial Briof. 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: Docs this affidavit show that tho affiant was 

jinsatz Groups, and particularly to Einsatz Group 

Dite LOEFFLE No, I just want to provo by this document th 
Group Tilsit could not have participated in the shooting of the 
Jows in this vicinity. I refor top2ge 30 of the English 
That office at Tilsit was under tho direct 
Koonigsborg, and this group was active in tho main office in Kocnigsl 
and, therofore, would have had to have had he ne information 
as tho Group in Tilsit, 

The noxt three affidavits concern thomselvos with the indicty 
that the SD is supposed to havo murdered p ol the SD prisons, I 
rofcr to the Statement of Evidence, Nomen Numeral VI, page 56 of tho English 


” 


Trial Bricf, 
I present as Document SD 15 orn affidavit of “‘erncr Hay, who states 
any prisoncorse 

Me MONNERAY: s&s to SD Nog 13 I think that this 
deal with persons in the occupied territorios 
only with SD groups inside Gormunye 

DR. LOEFFLER: But in the indictuent not only SD porsons 
Geramny are mentioned but SD porsons in gonoral are mentioned. 

iff MONNERAY: Anyhow tho ovicenco vivon by the Prosecution aro 
of persons outside of Germany. 

DRe LOEFFLER: I thank youe I will call this statomcnt ba 

Je LOEFFLER; Woxt I prosont SD Noe 13, which is a docunont 
by Dre Horst Laubo, according to which tho SD did not have my pri 


iutcrnment camps, or comps cr did not orect ony, 


Re LOEFFLER: As SD Noe 12 I want to prosont affidavit of Fritz 


Wellbrandt in repudiation of the Prosceution indictmont, according to which 


tho SD did not have any prisons in the area of Dijon, Chalonsesurailarno, 
Roins ond Orleanse 
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Dike LEOFFLER: Noxt I come to SD 15, a sworn affidavit by Kurt Klaukc, 
according to which the SD dic not confiscate and divide public an? privite 
possessions of executed and murdered Jews and Conmmunistic functionarics, that 
is according to Statement of the Evidence VI, pace 57 of the English Trial 


Bricf. 


DR. LEOFFLERs With the next three documents I want to repudiate the 


statement of the Prosecution that the SD persecuted the Jewse I am concerned 


with the Statement of Evicenes, Roman Numeral VII A of tho Enelish Trial 


In this Document SD 16 by Wlather Kainz I want 
concerned itself with the Jcwish question only as far : as connected with 
the political, economic, cultural and public life in Germanye Also due to the 
fact that no other sources were available 3 worked together with leading 
Jows, especially with leading Jews of the Community, and with Chicfs of the 
various Jewish organizations and groups. They valued this cooperation very 


muche 


DR. LEOFFLER: The next Document SD No. 17 by Rolf Hoinz Hoopner, 
Roman Numeral 11/112, I want to prove tl e SD min cfficc, bofore the 
creation of the Reich Sccurity main office, die not hove tho luty of informing 
the Gestapo an criminal polico concornins Jowse 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: Dr. Hooppner testified before tho Commission in June 
and wasn't he oxamined by the attorney for the 

Dre Hooppner was questioned before this Commission. How- 

ever, on these points I ha’ intended to use Dr. Srenglor, ane so far Dre 
Spengler has not arrived here, and, therofore, I have to use othor means at 
my Cisposal to prove this pointe 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: I think I will enter an objection as to any affidavits 


JA vo La 


by any person who has been called and apneared as a witnoss for the SD befarc 


the Commission. 


3318 
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MM. TAYLOR: Did this witness testify to any of the facts thrt are 
contained in this affidavit? 

DR. LEOFFLER: No, I don't think soe I don't think that he gave a lot 
of information about the Jewish question before 1939. There might have been 
some questions on cross examinations However, I don't know for sure, but I 
will call back the affidavit in order to save time. 

WR. TAYLOR: THis is a man we had about two days before the 
wasn't it? 

IRIWTENANT H.RRIS: Yes. 

MR, TAYLOR: Let the record show that No. was also withdrawn. 

* 

LHOFFLER: SD No. 17, an affidavit by Em 1 Haussmone This proves 
that the SD was not supposed to give information of and so on to the 
Gestapo, but that the Gestapo had it's own information systome I also want 
to prove by this affidavit that the SD did not havo any spies in connection 
with this Jewish question, but that it worked only with the personalities of 
the Jowish self-governing partye 

ie k Ok 
The next two documents concern themselves with the ine 
dictment of the “rosccution an’ of the Statement of Evidonco, Roman Numeral 
Numeral VII B, page 63 of the English Trial Bricf. 

I want to prove by Document Woe 18, Walther Kainz, that the information 
by the SD was not used by political and police circles, but rather that it 
was an objective report to give tho attitude and fecling of theneople, and 
that it was also as criticism of tho measures of the State and the NSDAP, 
concerning religious or idealogicol matters. 

* 

DR. LEOFFLER: I next havo a document, a sworn statomont by Helmut 
Fromm, who, however, has boon accopted for questioninre ‘by me, an’ I, there- 
fore, would like to have a decision by the Commission as to whother or not I 


should present this document or whethor I can hear the witnesse 
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IR. TAYLOR; I don't know that they will hear witnesses any mere after 


this week, 
i.e MONNERAYs The hearing of the witness Fromm has been ostponede. 
I would suggest that you submit it thens 
LEOFFLER: I there is no objection I will rresent the document, 


Do you still maintain your request that the witness shoul? 


Yes, concerning tho Governor Gencrale 
TAYLOR: I would suggest you offer the affidavite 
I want to state thit Document SD Noe 19 by Fromm show 
that the material collected by the Church office was in no way suited fo 
Prosecution of the Church, and it was mercly for information within the 


organization, an for information within the ma n office. 


Dit. LOEFFLER: The next documont, SD No. 2 I want to prove, a document 
by Alfrec Kutter, that the SD di. not hove any executivo 
coulc not carry out interrozations ond confisertions. 


Wo mw He fk k 





NN 


July 9-2T-Com-1 Cook 


Di. LOEFFLER: The next two sworn statements concern themselves with the 
voluntary question of the SD. 

Next, I want to present Document SD No. 21 by Oskar Eisleler, according to 
which in the arca of Alsace fifty-eight per-cent of the members of the SD were 
labor recruits, and that is a typical percentage of the SD within the entire 
rank. It also. states that of the men that forty-six percent were labor recruits 
or labor required personnel, and of the remainder seventy-five percent fell int 
that <roup. 

M.e NONNE 4Y: That affidavit seoms not to be rolevant, since it doesn't giv 
any indication of the functions here of the personnel mobilized for military 
purposese 

Di, LOEFFLER: Up to how, no group of persons have been exempt from the SD, 
as members of the SD have been accused, 

Mi. TAYLOR: This is merely showing a percentage of the various organizatior 
or is this for the purpose of showing a percentage of membership of the various 
organizations? 

DiRe LOEFFLER: No, it is supposed to prove that a large percentaze of perso: 
belonged to the SE during the war nc ause they volunteered but because they 
w re drafted. 

Mi TAYLOR: Was there special objection to this? 

Me MONNECAYs I think the affidavit shows that a ccrtain number of people 
were mobilized into the SD. but it doesn't give any details as to what the purp 
and activities and functions w re of those people who had been put into the SD 
by mobilization. 

I don't think that one is necessary until the Prosecution mak 
some kind of difference b-tween the various members of the SD. Up to now all 
employees are being accused. 

Mi TAYLOR: Is Document Noe 21 being submitted to the Commission as a whole? 

LIEUTENANT HARRIS: I joined the objection, and upon the further ground it 
appears that this witness was a y-a September 1' 


to 1 September 19L0, amd then thereafter he again held a position in the SD from 


the 19th of April, 1944, until the 22nd of April 1945, and, therefore, I d^ not 


think he is qualified to state what was typical throushout the entire organizati 
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over a larze number of years, 
Die LOEFFLER: I want to point out that this person was a personnel. expert 
and cm give information also for the time in between as hs had thé files 


available to him of the previous times when taking care of some of the other 
Ml TAY Où: Very w ll, we have that statement in the record. 


DR. LOFFFL@i: That was No. 2l. This is a Document SD No. 22, 
sworn affidavit by Werner ay again, in which he states it was impossible for 


the members of the SD to leave the unit voluntarily. 


Die LOEFFLER: As SD No. 23. I present a sworn affidavit by Dr. Laubes 
According to this document I want to prove that >D, especially was mistak 


for other organizations by both German civil arid military authorities, 


Document No. 2h of “alter Hofiman st s that in Northern 
France and Belgium, members of the security police wore the gray uniform with 


SD insignias 


I present as Yocument No. | anothe ‘fidavit by “alter 


D in Belgium was a special group or organiza 


Hoffmann, according to which the 


tion and was considcer:d part of the army in a larger sonse of the worde 


Die LOTFFLT: which is supposed to show that 
blockstelle was not organized to aid in the conspiracy of carrying ou 
against the peace and crimes against the communities, and which document, whic’ 
is Document 26 by . rs. i!ilhelmy, who was herself such = ader of a blockstell 
Mrs “ilhelmy is also giving ETEEN TIE of the organization of the female mem- 
bers of the SD at the present in an intorma nt camp in the Ameri ZONC « 
LISUTSNANT HA ` IS: Well now what is the relevancy as to the condition of 
certain members of the SD in American intermaent camps at the present 
with this case, I am at a loss to understand. 


Di. LOEFFLER: that the female SD members are all in one camp now, ond, 
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therefore, could give information as to how ma y of the women did light and 


heavy work and possible kinds of work, and actually how many did important work 


Y 


in that organization, I want to point out that a clique has not boen exempt so 
far from the indictment of the SD as it was done by the Gestapos 
Me MONNE.AY: I object also on the other ground that the write 
davit was neither a member of the Party or the SS and only chief 
stelle of the SD from 1 June until 1 October, 19h, and that soon 
short time to really understand an organization which is indicted here, so 


think the writer is qualified to give evidence on the 9D. 


Dis LOEFFLER: I considered that matter alroady and in oucstion No. 1h she 
states during her interment in this camp she has talked with a large number of 
SD members in various parts of Curmany, and in 
this questionaire the blockstclls was typical of 

ONNERAY: I think what the witness zo rom the other members of the 
in american Interment Camps could not be consid red as evidence, especially 
Since the statements given by the other women in the interment 
careful and tricd at the same time to whitewash their p 

Die LOEFFLEN: I will recall this affidavit and will 
affidavit concerning the activities of the blockloiters. 

Die LOZTTLEN: In this next docwnent No. Dre Zirrbauer Heinrich, was 
concerning the activity of the V-men, or confidence men, < I include with this 
sworn affidavit two reports which Zirnbauer made in th: years of 1941, and 1942, 
as such Vemen and he re,orts that the carbon copics in this case are the oricina. 
copics of a reo ort that ho has made. I also want to prove by this docunent, it i: 
not the duty of the Vemen, or confidcenee nen to do spy work for the Gestapo. If 
that actually did happen, then it) happened duc to momburs of the SD that did not 
recognize their actual duty. I am finished. 


Mu TYLOR: Has some one any objection to N 26? Wo will adjourn until 


ten o'clock in tho mornimge 


(The Commission adjourned to 10 July 1946, at tho 1000 hour). 
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ipt he submissi f affidav 
i is a true S transcript of the submission of af 
The foregoing is a true and correct t Į 


for the SD by Dre Loeffler, on 9 July 1946. 


Charles gallagher 
Sporter VF 


Geo. ùe Taylor 
Vommissioncr. 





